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	Mark %

	First Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark

A good report. Please note comments on the binder testing and also peer review. The technical content is there but we also need to focus on how the information is communicated across the team.


	

66


	Second Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark

Report is informative and well referenced. Double check the formatting before submitting, some of your sections seem to have gotten away from each other. Inserting page breaks and section breaks can help with this.

Some attempts at reflection and critical evaluation included throughout, good practice for EPA. Including a separate “Reflection” section may have been helpful as this would have allowed you to discuss in detail what went well/less well, what you may do differently in future based on this experience in addition to responding to the feedback given.



	

67

	Comment After Consultation With Other Marker & Final Agreed Mark

67% agreed.
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	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	
	
	
	3/5

	Literature Review
	
	
	
	8/10

	Comments:

Introduction gave a clear definition of the product and the problem set. Perhaps it dived into the meat of the technical issues before describing how the team was set up, managed and organised to deal with the issues that lay ahead.


A wide range of technical papers evidenced.



	 
	
	
	
	

	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	

	Understanding own Role
	
	
	
	3/5

	Communication with Team
	
	
	
	2/5

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	 -
	3/5

	Comments:  

I think the role of the tester / analyst was understood but a statement of the requirements on the tester and a description of how the communication was to be made within the team would have been useful.

Some evidence of communication, attachment of meeting minutes as an annexe would have been useful as well as an example of how the test results were to be communicated. A sample EHDS for example.

The interaction between the design and the tester should have generated a test specification for the explosives. Why do we do small scale testing?  



	 
	
	
	
	

	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	

	Output to team
	
	
	
	15/20

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	
	
	
	6/10

	Comments:  

The scientific output from this section of the project was good. The detail of the testing was well appreciated. However, the trials and test community have to communicate the test news, good and bad. Tot eh design teams. How was this to be done and how were the pass / criteria to be measured and reported.

A functional decomposition of the explosives in question may have uncovered some of the binder functionality. This would involve how the material might change physically during ageing. Embrittlement etc. This is an important factor.

Also, the EMPTAP tube tests would have shown how the materials might behave “en mass” rather than as powders. I’m not sure from the team role definitions whether this would have fallen under Ms Coplin’s duties.

	 
	
	
	
	

	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	

	Design Solution
	 -
	 -
	 -
	7.5/10

	Presentation
	 -
	 -
	
	7.5/10

	Comments: 

A good design solution presented well by the team. Feedback on the design and individual presentation styles given under separate cover. 

Comments on individual style as follows:- 

Good volume, reasonable pace. Some of the delivery with quite quick and was a little difficult to keep up with. Having a nice even pace is something that comes over time with practice. Minimal reading from slide, excellent eye contact and interaction with audience. This suggests a good understanding of material being presented as well as practice. Good body language and hand gesturing to illustrate points, gives a nice, easy going presentation style. 





	 
	
	
	
	

	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	
	
	
	4/10

	Quality of Report
	
	
	
	7/10

	Comments: 

I couldn’t see a section on reflection though some feedback from the presentation was discussed. An after-action review is always a good thing to include. What went well? What went not so well? Plus, anything you could do to improve next time.

The report was well laid oud though I would recommend peer review to ensure that the writing flows and to check grammar and spelling etc. A review against the marking scheme would also be useful.
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	66/100







